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SUMHARY 
The basic problem of agriculture, as advanced b,y some economists, 
is the appro:ldmate three-fourths of the nation's farmers who are 
forced to subsistence living with an average net income below $2,500. 
Their small units limit the application of technical efficien-
cies, and available family labor is unclerempJ.oyed. ! .Agricultural price 
support programs have failed to provide allY substantial assistance 
for these farm families. This condition will persist 'Ul'lless they can 
acquire control of more land and capital, find part-time off-farm 
work, or shift to full-time non-farm employment. 
This study was confined to one of twenty-two low-income colm.ties 
in Southeast Ohio. Gel.lia County was selected because of its rela-
tively large ntnnber of low-income farmers with few alternative op-
portunities. 
The basic objective of the stud.y was to determine the most ef-
fective and acceptable means of stimulating land and labor retirement 
from agriculture. 
Method of study included enumeration ot resources, character-
istics, and peculiarities of the county and its people and 
identification of available opportunities. Sources were census data, 
other standard statistical ,ources, pUblic records, and pUblications. 
Primary sources were interviews with farmers, businessmen, and county 
leaders. 
Forty•three per cent of the farmers indicate they would be willing 
to participate in a reasonable period of retraining if facilities and 
instructions were made available without charge. Forty-two per cent 
of the farmers were under 45 years of age, and 70 per cent under 50. 
The average level of education was 10 years school completed, a 
reasonably adequate foundation on which to develop new skills 1 
especially since the desire is present. Thirty-five of the 57 
farmers wl).o 1Jeald. 110$ retrain said they were too old. Only three per 
cent of tbeee were tmder 55. 
Nineteen per cent expressed wUlingness to sell their farms and 
move to a tull•time non-farm job. Fifteen of the 19 would move With· 
out monetary assistance if they could get a good job with a reasonable 
prospect of permanency. Size of their faxms ranged frail 51 to 3>5 
acres (average, 190 acres). Sale price ranged fran $34 to $23> per 
acre. Forty-five per cent said they vould sell for less than $75 
per acre. 
The authors wish to express their appreefation to Dr. Walla.ce Barr 
and Dr. Mervin G. Snith for their cOilStructive ertticisms and advice 
in the conduct, this research and tbe p~rattou of the manuscript 
and to the J1II:UlY people in Gal' ia County who prov1d&d the data used 
111 the at~. 
Ninety-six per cent of the ta.rmers and all of the businessmen 
interviewed were in favor of bringing in more industry. Essential 
resources for indust~ial development are available and action to 
attract industl"y i& in progress. 
The most likely means of increasing movement of land. from agri-
culture appears to be through contract purchase agreements w1 th a 
private entrepreneur or the govez'!llllent. ~ough a. contract providing 
for nom1.na.l in5.tial peyments and amortization of the balance 1 a buyer 
could consolidate sma.ll units to create economic scale. Thus, the 
land cculd be allocated to its most appropriate uses such as forestry, 
permanellt grass, and recreation. Provisions such as an option to 
continue living in the farm bouse the remainder of their lives would 
appeal to some farmers since this would facilitate retirement without 
disrupting connmm.ity ties. other provisions would assist farmers in 
making the transition into non-farm empleyment. 
To achieve greater vocational and geographical. mobility of labor, 
other complementary programs are needed. These should include (l) 
retraining of farm labor, ( 2) assistance in locating employment, { 3} 
financial aid for moving, and ( 4) industrial development in the county. 
These programs are feasible if implementing and f~t::ing 
assistance is available from state and federal govel'IlJllents. 
13enefits that could accrue from programs s:pecifical.ly directed 
toward rehabilitating underemployed farmers and allocating land to 
appropriate uses seem to justify the costs involved as being reao~~ 
sona.ble investment in the public interests. 
INTRODUCTION 
Commodity surpluses, low prices, and mmmting costs of agricultural 
programs are generally advanced a.s the major problems of agriculture. 
However, ma.l!Y' agricultural economists maintain that the basic problem 
is the large number of low-income farmers. 
The 1954 Census of Agriculture's classification of tarms according 
to average sales and net income revealed that approximately three-fourths 
have had an average net income of less than $2,500 together these three-
fourths account for less than one-fourth of total commercial sales. This 
seems to be sufficient evidence for concluding that low-income farmers 
constitute the basic problem, and. that other problems in agriculture are 
related to and. grow out of failures in attempts to solve this problem.l 
Past and current a.griculturaJ. programs were d.eveloped in the belief 
that controlling production through acreage allotments, marketing quotas 
and supporting prices would bring an increase in incomes of all farmers, 
and. would assure a reasonable returns on investment and reasonable wages 
for farm labor. 
Only a. little more than one-fourth of the nation's farmers have 
realized a:ppreci.able benefits from. price suppol't prognuns (one-fourths 
ot the farmers produce three-fourths of total. commercial sales). The 
remaining three-fourths have volume of sales so sme.l.l that they realize 
little from the price support type of aid. Their farm units are too smsl.l 
to employ more than limited amounts of the technical efficiencies of 
production or to tully employ available familY labor. 
Same of these small inefficient units m81 be found throughout all 
of agriculture, but there are some areas 'Where large concentrations of low 
production and low income farms exist. They occur in the Southeast, 
the Oza.rlts, the cut-over areas of states around the Great Lakes, and 
the Spanish-American settlements of the West. 2 
Ohio bar an area of about 22 co1mties in its southeastern section 
in which a concentration of low-income farmers is fotmd. This study 
is concerned with Ga.llia. County, one of the twenty-two low-income 
counties of Ohio. This co\mty was chosen because it seemed re:pl'esenta.tive 
of the area in most respects. It had a. relatively large number of low-
income farmers with few alternative opportunities within the county. 
Justification of This StU$[ 
Historical evidence indicates that the low-income farm problem 
cannot be solved by the individual farmer or by local areas alone. Under 
preva.Uing ccnditions the rate of adoption of new technology is reducing 
the labor requirements of agriculture more rapidly than labor is adjusting 
to the situation. Sane farmers are adjusting by finding part-time jobs 
to supplement their incomes. Others are shifting to full-time non-farm 
employment as opportunities occur. Still others are buying or renting 
more land to increase efficiency in use of capital and labor. Despite 
these adjustments the rate of improvement is slow. 
There are lll8JlY barriers to the adjustment of agricultural. land 
and labor as rapid.J.1 as ts needed by our econany. MobUity of labor 
is decreased because ot (1) strong community ties, (2) lack of training 
and lack of kpowledge of alternatives, (3) a lack of alternative opportWli• 
ties within the area., (4) the risks and 1m.certainties connected with an 
1 Richard B. Newbera, "What Might l!e Done To Solve Our Aerlcultural. 
Problem11 (mimeographed paper), Department ot Agricultural Eco.nomics 
and Rural Sociolog, The Ohio State Univeraity, 1960, P• 8. 
2 WUliam E. Hendrix, "Problems of Low-Income Farmers, "Farm Poli~ 
Forum, Vol. 11, No. 11 Summer 1958 (Ames::Iowa State College Press, 195 ) P• 8. 
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industrial job during periods of recession, (5) the difficulty of ad-
justing to city life, (6) the cost of moving, and {7) the higher cost 
of housing and living in town. !and use adjustment in these low-income 
areas is not likely to improve until greater mobility of far.m labor is 
achieved. 
Despite the interdependence of all areas of our economy, each 
area (and/or county within a.n area) has characteristics peculiar to 
itself'. For example, there are differences in location with respect to 
industrial centers; natural resources; skills and abilities of human 
resources and such factors as climate, topography, and scenery which 
might be favorable for development of recreational areas. 
These variations in areas should be taken into account when 
considering low-income farmers. Before assistance can be initiated 
for these fanners, a. thorough study of each area is necessa.r.y. 
Existing, as well a.s potential opportunities, should be identified. 
11A fairly complete enumeration of all agricultural resources including, 
types, quality, and present uses of land, rates of production, 
characteristics of communities, and characteristics and skills of 
farmers is needed. Study needs to be made of social barriers to 
mobility and economic and social effects of fanner ~elocation on 
individuals, families, and communities. 1 
Objectives of the Study 
The over•all objective of this analysis is to determine tbe 
requirements and implications of initiating an effective program to 
stiumulate the necessary adjustment of agricul.tural labor and la.nd 
in Gallia County, Ohio. 
The specific objectives of this study are-· 
1. To determine the remuneration necessary to induce farmers 
to retire their land from production. 
2. To determine size and type of farm which farmers wauld most 
readily subject to retirement at different levels of 
compensation. 
3· To determine the most efficient use pattern for the retired 
land, such as reforestation, recreational use, permanent 
grass, emergency grazing or a combination of these. 
4. To determine what kind of zoning program would be most ef-
fective in order to maintain a good land~use program. 
5. To determine the minimum compensation necessary to induce 
farmers to shift from farm to non-fann employment. 
9. To determine available resources to facilitate shifting to 
alternative opportunities. 
a.. Types of industrial and other employment opportunities 
available 
b, Possibilities of new industrial development in this area 
c. General educationaJ. level and skill of farmers 
d. Proportion of farmers that would be able to shift to 
non-farm jobs in the area and remain in residence on the 
farmstead 
7. To determine the type of training and other aid needed to 
equip farmers for industrial or other non ... farm employment. 
a. length of training program required 
b. Type of training most farmers would be willing to underta.ke 
c. Facilities for conducting the schools 
8. To determine labor needs for alternative use of retired farm 
land and potential employment of retired f'armers for these 
purposes: 
1 Newberg, p. 21. 
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a. Recreational land uses 
b. Forestry land uses 
c. Grass land uses 
9· To determine effects of such a progra.m. on: 
a. A!ricultural production 
b. Supply response to ;price changes 
c. Agricultural efficiency 
d. Cormnunit}r institutions and economy 
A review of literature suggests that certain conditions general.ly 
are accepted as contributing to the complexity of the agricultural problem. 
This study is based on the accepted existence of theee conditions. 
They are: 
1. Low returns to resources~ particularly labor~ are due to 
excessive resources in agriculture. 
a. Overproduction results from more resources being used by 
commercial agriculture than are necessary to supply' the 
market demand at a price which will yield a reasonable return. 
b. Low-income farmers have insufficient land and capital tor 
efficient use of lab or. 
2. More efficient allocation of land and labor can be achieved by-
stimulating the retirement of land and labor from agricul tu:re. 
3· Annual income and level of living can be raised for both the 
farmers remaining and those transferrU:ls to non·fa.rm employ• 
ment. 
4. Many of the county's low-income farm people have the desire 
and the capacity to become more productive when reasonable 
opportunities are available. 
Method of Sty 
Gellis. County was chosen from the 22 counties in the low-income 
area cf Ohio after comparisons were made of available statistical 
data of each county. Comparisons were of data from the 1954 Census 
of Agriculture pertaining to rural farm population, n'UIIlber of far.m 
operators, number of operators working off farms lOO days or more 1 
percent of all operatoxos working off farms lOO days or more, average 
size of farms, average gross income per farm, average net incOllle 
per farm, average eperati.ng expenses per farm~ and average. number 
of cropland acres per farm. Comparisons were also made ot data 
from the County; City Data Book of 12,56 (statistical Abstract 
Supplement) as to the number of manufacturing establisllments in 
each county, and value added to county income fran the manufacturing 
ii!dustry. Data were also secured :from the Directo17 of Manufacturers, 
Ohio, ·l959 for canpa.ring hourly wage rates of nan-supervisory 
industriel workers in each cotmt)". 
These comparisons showed. that Gsllia County-'s economy is more 
dependent on $8l'iculture tba.n the other twenty-one. It ranked third 
1n rural :ram population and sixth in nUI'lber of farm operators. It 
ranked eigbteenth in number of manufacturinG establishments em 
twenty-second. both in empl.oyment 1n mau~t~, and hourq wase 
rates for factory _,.rs. ot 119 workers, 6o received wages of less 
than $J. .. 50 per bour sal 29 :received f1"'m 4J..50 to $1.15 per houx' •• 
Average nuaber ot ~s per c~ fOl' the tweat7·'two CO'l1Dt;1 area 
is 2,203. ctr tbese1 ame~ ~~ ·~ fl..so pe:r hour or 
less, f~ ~~ ~ ;i,~ ~ $!""' eleven percent 
eamed $1.75 to $2.·· . .oQ1 . n.tae•n pl'M.·. nt. ~. . .· fe.OO to $2.25,. 
aa4. t!li.rt7•se¥$Xl pere•t ~ P·e5 .a aboVe per hour. 
The $2,638 average gross income per farm was slightly below the 
twenty-two county average of $2,826. Average size of fal'Ill$ was 101 
acres, next to the smallest average of the group, and cropland per farm 
was 25 acres, also next to last in the group. Gallia Count;y ranked 
seventh in number of farm operators working oft farms 100 days or more, 
but seventeenth in percent of ODera.tors working off farms 100 d~s 
or more. 
Most of the data. presented in this study were secured by personal 
interview of 100 farm families in the col.ll'lty. Farmers were chosen 
at random.. The procedure used in obtaining the sample was based 
on the method developed by the Statistical Laboratory at Iowa State 
College, Ames, Iowa and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
United Sta.tes Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. This is' 
known as the "area. method of sampling." A general highway map of 
a county was divided into small a.reas of frm 6 to 24 farms each, 
and systematically numbered. Once the tentative size of the sample 
wa.s determined (number of people to be interviewed} 1 a set of 
random numbers was used to select one or more areas in the county. 
The schedule used for recording the information secured from the 
interviews was divided into four separate parts. Part I was used to 
record information from both full-time and :part-time farmers. Questions 
pertained to size of farm, tenure of operator, days worked off farm, 
household composition, current land use, livestock inventor,v, total 
farm receipts and expenditures, machinery inventory, and a financial 
statement. 
Part II applied to part-time farmers only. Questions pertained 
to type of non-farm emplo;yment 1 income from same, tenure 1 hours spent 
per week at non•farm work, hours spent per weelt at farm work, possibility 
of fann to provide a. living Without off .. farm em.pJ.czyment, reasons for 
going into part-time farming., future plans, interest in full-time 
employment off the farm, distance he would be willing to move 1 
obstacles to making the change, etc. 
Part III of the schedule was used for full-time farmers only. 
Its questions were concerned with the ~bility of the farm to provide 
a. good living, future plans for improving level of living, obstacles 
to these changes, opinion on advisability of young men entering 
farming in Southeastern Ohio, interest of chUdren in farming, inter-
est of operator in part-time work, attitude toward taking full-time 
employment off the farm and selling or renting the farm, etc. 
Pa.rt IV wa.s used with both full-time and part-time farmers. 
Questions were designed to discover special skllls or abUities which 
would be useful in non-farm work, farmer interest in a. free training 
program to develop present skills or learn a new trade, kind of 
training desired hours per week be would be willing to devote to 
training, etc • 
A separate schedule was used for recording information from 
interviews with merchants in Gallipolis, the county seat. It was 
designed to find the types of development the town merchants felt 
should be encouraged for Gallia County 1 their ideas for encouraging 
industry to locate in the county 1 what pla.ns have been made to en-
courage new industry, their concepts of available resources in the 
county which would a.ttra.ct industry 1 benefits which would be expected 
from more :lndust171 etc. 
In addition to interviews with farmers and mercbants, information 
was obtained from public records. other data used in this st~ are 
from. seconda.r;r sources 1 primarily work of the Department of Agricul• 
tura.l Economics at The Ohio state University. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE COUNT!' 
Natural Characteristics 
Location 
Gallia County is a part of the unglaciated Appalachian Plateau 
area of Southeastern Ohio. It is bounded em. the north by Vinton and 
Meigs Counties, on the east by the Ohio River, on the south by · 
Ie.wrence County, and on the west by Ia.wrence and Jackson Counties. 
It contains 471 square miles. 
The topography is quite broken and hilly, the only level land 
being the narrow flood plain and terrace bordering the Ohio River 
and. a few small areas in the Valley of Raccoon Creek. Some of the 
hills extend about 1 1000 feet above sea level, and the elevation 
at the Ohio River is less than 550 feet. 
Table l shows how the State Conservation Needs Committee classi-
fied Ga.llia County land according to its capability. This classification 
was done primarily on the basis o:f' the capability of soils to produce 
common cultivated crops and pasture plants without deterioration over 
a long period. The first four classes include land suited for cultivation 
and other uses, and the last four classes represent land limited in use 
and generally not suited for cultivation. 
Only 1.3 percent of the county's land is Class I. Soils in this 
class have few limitations that restrict their use. They are 
suited to a wide range of plants and wcy- be used for cultivated crops, 
pasture, range 1 woodland and wildlife. They are nearly level and the 
erosion haza.l'd (wind or water) is low. They are deep, generally well-
drained, and easUy worked. 
Class II soUs have some limitations that reduce the choice of 
plants or require moderate conservation practices. Soils of this 
class are gently sloping and are moderately susceptible to wind or 
water erosion. They m.a.y be used for cultivated crops, pasture, range, 
woodland, or for wildlife food and cover. 
The greatest portion is Class III which accounts for almost 3l 
percent. Soils in this cla.ss have severe limitations that reduce 
the choice of plants, require special conservation practices, or both. 
Almost 16 percent of the land in the County is IV. Soils 
in tbis class have severe limitations that restrict the choice of 
plants and require very careful management. 
Class VI lwxl accounts for 19 .. 6 percent of the County's total, 
and Class VII accounts for 16.7 percent. These two classes are 
limited in use and are not generally suited for cultiva.tion.3 
Water and ffipt\!l;!l Resources 
Minerals found in the county include coa.l1 agricultural limestone, 
chemical l;Lm.estone, some petroleum, and sand (molding, natural 
blending} • 4 Coal strip mining in the northern and southeastern 
sections of the county creates a problem because of the sediment 
and toxic acid pollution of the streams. The natural scenic 
beauty of the countryside is also marred by these mining operations. 
Surface water supplies are abundan:t, the main sources being the 
Ohio River and Raccoon Creek. Sustained low flow of the Ohio River 
ranges from tour billion gaJ.lens per day near Steubenville to over 
seven billion gallons per day at Portsmouth. Such surface supplies 
would support large scale industrial development if water quality is 
~ The State Conservation Needs Committee 1 Soil alJd Water Oonser-
vatiOQ Jeed,s Inveptoty, Columbus, Ohio, 1959. 
4 c. J. Botte, 9hio Business Facts, Economic Areas :W Counties 
ppd State ~otalp, :Research Department 1 Ohio ciiSmber of Camnerce 1 
Februa171 1§601 PP• 142-1116. 
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Gallia Cormty Soils 
3 
3 
l 
Legend 
f 1 I Meigs 
I 2 7 Terraced - Primarily the Teas S~rstem • 
. ~so includes Associated Flood Plains) 
Vincent and Wyatt Soils 
I 3 / Muskingum Loam and Silt Loam 
I 4 I Muskingum - Meigs 
Jllllr PJeas of Loess Effect: Tilsit, Coolville Rareden 
and Deep Phase Meigs 
I 5 I Meigs - Belmont - Westmoreland 
I 6 7 Upshur - Meigs 
I 7 I Ohio River Terraces ano. Bottoms (Hrmtington_, Hheeling) 
Source: R. L. Shields: Galli a Cormty Soil Conse:c"Vation Service J 
Gallipolis, Ohio, 1959. 
1 
satisfactory. Underground water supplies are somewhat spotty over the 
county. The best sources are areas close to the river systems. Acid 
mine water is generally of satisfactory quality. Although, taste 
and odor are at times troublesome .5 
!and-
TABLEl 
Estimates of Present Land Use According to 
Land-Capability Class, Gallia County, 
Ohio, 1959 
Capability 
Class 
Class I 3,120 448 
-
37 3,6o5 
Class II 29,738 8,723 5,194 1,700 45,355 
Class III 17,714 26,ll4 31.,717 11,855 87,4oO 
Class IV 4,670 13,767 20,211 5,643 44,291 
Class VI 990 16,483 29,739 8,309 55,521 
Class VII 75 62212 381122 2 203! 4I~l1.2 
Per Cent 
of 
Total 
1.3 
16.0 
30.8 
15.6 
19.6 
16.I 
~otal 56,307 72,4ll.7 125,016 29,581 283,351 100.0 
Per Ceut 
of Total 20 26 44 10 100 
Source: Data compiled by the State Soil and Water Conservation 
Needs Committee composed of people who work within the state for 
such National Department Agencies as: Agricultural Conservation 
Program Service, Agricultural Research Service, Commodity Stabili• 
zation Service, Federal Extension Service, Farmers' Home Adminis• 
tratio:n, Forest Service, and Soil Conservation Service. One 
representative from each agency served on the committee and the 
Soil Conservation Service representative served as chairman. 
Vegetation and Wildlife 
Since much of the land in the cowty is too steep for cultivation, 
a. relatively high proportion of it is devoted to forestry or pasture. 
About 44 percent (1251016 acres) of t~ 283,351-acre total land area 
is devoted tCt forest, principally oak. 
About 66 percent are in farm land. Of' this, 25 percent are 
devoted to crops, 35 percent to pasture and range 1 35 percent to 
forest and woodJ.a.nd, and 5 percent to roads and waste land (Table 1). 
The natural vegetation of the county provides favorable environ-
ment for such wildlife as deer, fox, raccoon, rabbits, qua.il and 
pheasant. 
50hio Department of Natural. Resources, Water Resources of South-
easte~ Ohio, December, 1959. 
w. G. McGinnis et. a1., Forest Resources of Southeast Ohio, 
Central States Forest Experiment Stt~:~on, Februar;y, 1960. 
Economic and Social Characteristics 
Popu.le.tion 
Gallia County has a relatively sparce population. Some counties 
in this section are losing population, but Gallia has experienced some 
ga.in during the last three decades. The greatest growth occurred 
during the last decade with an increase of 1,151 people, up 4 percent 
from 1950 (Table 2). Density of population now stands at 55 per 
square mile compared with 235 per square mile for the state average. 
Urban and rural non-farm population have shown a steady increase 
since 1910 while the rural farm population has decreased. About 
95 percent of the people in the county are white. 
TABLE 2 
Population, Urban and Rural, Gal1ia County, Ohio, 1910-1959 
Year Ga.llia County 
25,745 
23,311 
23,050 
24,930 
24,910 
26,061 
Urban Rural Non-Farm Rural Farm 
1910 
1920 
1930 
194o 
1950 
l959b 
5,5~0 
6,o61 
7,106 
7,832 
7,871 
8,74o 
3,427 a 
3,645 a 
3,857 
5,024 
5,765 
6,557 
16,75S s: 
13,6o5 a. 
12,087 
12,074 
11,274 
10,764 
------------------------------------------------------------
a. Estimated 
bpreliminary .. 
Source: u.s. Bureau of Census, Census of Population, Ohio, 
1920·1950 and Preliminary Report for 1960. 
- - - - - -- - - ~ - -- ----------------- --- -- -
{!gricul ture 
Agriculture has always been the most important industry in the 
county. Approximately one-third of the working population is engaged 
in farming. Many more are engaged in handling farm products and 
supplies. Rural population is about 66 percent of total population. 
Cash receipts f:rom the 1,821 farms totaled $4,971,000 in 1959. 
Duril:'..g the 1920's the major farm enterprise were poultry, 
dairying, frJ.it, and beef cattle. Current major enterprises are 
dairying, j:oba.cco, beef cattle, and poultry, listed in order of im-
portance. Table 3 shows the changes in the county relative to 
number of farms, average size of farms, percent of land in far.ms, 
and percent of farmers working off farms lOO days or more. 
The number of farms has decreased 34 percent since 1930 while 
average size of farms has increased 18.2 acres. The change in 
definition of a far.m by the 1952 Census of Agriculture accounts 
for 144 of the 626 fewer farms in the county since 1954. 
1 Mervin G. Smith!!!!·, Ohio Farm Income, 1959, Department o:f' 
Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology, Ohio State University; 
Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station; and Agricultural Estimates 
Division and Agricultural Marketing Service, Columbus, Ohio, 1960. 
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TAJ3LE 3 
Number of Farms, Averase Size of Farms, Per Cent of 
Land in Farms, and Per Cent of Operators Working 
Off Farms 100 Days or More in Gallia County 1 
Ohio, 1929-1959 
Average Size Per Cent of Per Cent of Operators 
Number of Farms La.nd in Working off Farm 
of Farms ~Acres) Year Farms 100 Days or More 
-
1929 2,769 91.3 88 
1939 2,736 91.0 83 19 
1949 2,447 96.8 79 28 
1954 2,212 10$.7 74 35 
1959 1,821 109·5 66 41 
Not available. 
Source: u.s. Bureau ef Census, Census of Am:=iqulture, Ohio 
1930-1959· 
a 
------ - ~ - ~ - ~ ---- --- -- - ---- - ~ -- ~ ---- --
The new definition describes a farm as a place operated as a unit 
of 10 acres or more from which the sales of agricultural products 
totaled $50 or more or a unit of less than 10 acres with agricultural 
sales of $250 or more. The 19?4 Census of Aaricultuz:e defined a farm 
as a unit of three acres or more on which the value of farm production 
totaled $150 or more, or less than 10 acres, if the agricultural sales 
totaled $150 or more. 
Size of farms has increased 13 percent in the last ten years, 
but percent of land in farms has decreased 13 percent. 
Per cent of operators working off the farm 100 days or more has 
more than doubled since 194o. 
The 1959 Census of Agriculture gives the following breakdown 
of the types of farms in Gallia County: 
Cash grain 
Tobacco 
Fruit and nut f~~~s 
Poultcy !.:n:ms 
Daicy farms 
Livestock farms other than poul.tcy and dairy 
General farms 
Miscellaneous and unclassified 
Total 
Number 
10 
100 
5 
45 
215 
180 
75 
,1,131: 
1,821 
Percent 
.5 
8.8 
·3 
2.5 
11.8 
9-9 
4.1 
62.1 
-loa; 
Five farms together reported sales of $56,875 worth of nursery 
and greenhouse products, fl~r and vegetable seeds and plants, flow• 
ers, and bulbs. Two of these :five farms accounted for 94 percent or 
$53,600 of the sales. 
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Some farmers realize cash returns from their wood.land.. Others 
cut forest products for use on their farms. Durin~ 1959 fifty-five 
farms reported sal~s of standing timber valued at ~5,542. 
Manufacturing 
According to the Ohio Directory of Manufacturers, 1959, Depart-
ment of Industrial Relations1 Gallia. County ranks eightieth among the 
state's 88 counties in manufacturing establishments, having 16. It 
ranks next to last in number of people employed in manufacturing. 
with 170. The types of establishments include meat packing plants 
and other food processors; printing and publishing industriesj 
paving mixtures plants; block plants; and stone, cl8.3"1 and glass 
products industries. The value added to county gross income by 
manufacturing in 1958 was $11 20010001 about one-fourth as much as 
the farm cash receipts. 
Transportation 
The county is served by five l!lardtop highways that converge in 
Gallipolis, the county seat. The two principal arteries are u.s. 
Route 35 and State Boute 7. 
There are two rail freight lines serving the cO'Qtlty. Other 
freight services are provided by six trucking companies making daily 
deliveries in Gallipolis. A seventh compa.z1y is local.ly owned. 
Daily passenger transportation service is provided by the Eastern 
Greyhol.md Bus System. 
The nearest municipal airport is at Huntington, 4o miles south• 
east of Gallipolis. A privately owned field, at Gallipolis, operates 
a light plane charter passenger and freight service , 
The Gallipolis Roller Dam is located ten miles down the Ohio 
River from Gallipolis. 
Recent industrial developments in the Gallipolis vicinity include 
the If¥ger Creek Generating Station located ten miles north of the 
town. Nearby, on the West Virginia. side of the river at Ravenwood, 
is the Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical. Corporation Plant. Immediately 
across the Ohio River from Gal.lipolis is a plant of the Celanese 
Corporation. These plants employ some residents of the county. 
Power Facilities 
Electric power and natural gas both are available in the county 1 
supplied from privately owned and operated companies. A rural 
electric association supplies electric power to the rural residents. 
Communications 
Ge. Uipclis is the communications center of the county. Its 
post office is a first-class facility with full parcel post services. 
The Olrl o Bell Telephone Company provides telephone service to 
the county. It is part of the nationwide direct dialing system. 
Western Union service is available five and one-half dqs a week. 
~be one radio station, WJEH1 is licensed for daftime operation, 
but it is not affiliated with a. national network. Three nearby 
television stations provide 2eeeption of programs on three 
national networks. 
The Gallipolis Daily Tribune is published each evening, Monday 
through Friday. The Gallia. Times is a Saturd.a.y edition. 
Social and Public Institutions 
There are 17 small villages and many rural neighborhoods in the 
county. Population of villages ranges frOlll 50 to 500. One or more 
churchas, a school, and a Grange Hall are the principal social centers 
of the vUlages. 
One catholic and ll Protestant churches in Gallipolis repre• 
sent most of the major denom.ina.tions. 
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Figure 2 
Highways ana Railroads Serving Gallla Covnty in 1960 
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Source: Official ro8dmap of Gallia County; Ohio, published by 
County Enclneer. Revised January, 1960. 
Two hospitals and two privately .. owned clinics in Gallipolis serve 
Gallia. County and the surrounding areas. The Gallipolis State Insti-
tute 1 formerly an epileptic colony, now is devoted to the care and 
treatment of mental patients. '!'he Institute occupies 64 buildings on 
Boo acres and employs more than 500 persons from the surrol.mding 
communities, same of them part-time far.mers. 
Tbe HOlzer Hespital is a 135-bed, 23-bassinet hospital and has a 
staff of 18 specialists, 60 registered nurses, six registered X-ray 
technicians, seven registered laboratory technicians, and a registered 
pharmacist. It serves an area of five counties in Ohio and one county 
in West Virginia and employs 250 people, exclusive of its medical 
staff and student nurses. It is one of four medical centers in Ohio 
giving complete diagnostic service and has one of the six cancer 
clinics in the state • 
Ga.llia County has an average of one medical doctor for every 700 
citizens compared with the staters ratio of one for ever,y 822 ]eOple. 
'!'he ratio of hospital beds to population is one for ever,y 200 persons. 
'!'his is one of the greatest concentrations of medical facilities and 
members of the medical profession in the United states for a town 
the size of Gallipolis. 
Educational facilities include 5 county secondary schools, 4 with 
grades 9 through 12 and one with grades 1 through 12 and 14 elementary 
schools. Thirteen of the elementary schools are in separate buildings, 
five of which are practically new and are in very good condition. Six 
of the elementary buildings are about 25 years old and are in fair 
to good condition. Two elementary school buildings in the Southwestern_ 
School District are in poor condition, needing repair or replacement. 
Of the five county high schools, one building is new, three are 
only four years old, and one, the Raccoon High School, is over twenty-
five years old but in good condition. 
Current enrollment of the five county high schools ranges from 73 
a.t Raccoon High to 25l at N~rth Gallia. High. 
Total assets and liabilities of these schools on June 301 19591 
were as follows: 
Hannan 'l'ra.oe 
Kyger Creek 
North Gallia. 
Ba.ccoon 
Southwestern 
Assets 
l79,68o.46 
2,585,135·31 
10,200,088.65 
91,360.88 
529,245.58 
Liabilities 
$ 238,381.74 
2,136,303.50 
310,000.00 
9,313-58 
223,067.50 
Most of these lia.bUities are in the form of bonds outstanding 
to be retired over a period of years. R;y'ger Creek, with over $2,000,000 
liability also bas the largest source of revenue, the ~ger Creek 
Power Plant. The school tax rate for this district is 6 .6o mills 
per dollar of property value compared with 21..50 mills per dollar 
value in the Hannan Trace district. 
School facilities in the city of Gallipolis consist of five 
elementary schools, a junior high, and a senior high school. The 
senior high school building is relatively new and in excellent con• 
dition. All other school buildings in the city are in good condition 
and have capacity in excess of current enrollment also. 
The Hannan Trace High School has the least extensive of the high 
school currieulums in the county. It provides opportunity :tor a well 
rounded general high school education, however. 
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Other educational facilities include the Holzer School of 
Nursing and the Rio Grande College. The School of Nursing bas dor• 
mitory and classroom facilities for 100 student nurses. It is located 
in Gallipolis and is supported by the Holzer Hospital Foundation. 
Rio Grande College is a four year, liberal arts college with an 
enrollment of approximately 200 students. It is located about ten 
miles northwest of Gallipolis. It is financed through private grants. 
These public school facilities with fairly extentive curriculum, 
favorable ratio of assets to liabilities, and the capacity above 
current enrollment represent a favorable educational climate for 
attracting new industry and people to the county. 
The Ga.llia County District Ldbrar,y has a. total of 33,381 
volumes. A bookmobile extends library service to all parts of the 
county. 
Recreational Facilities 
A natural boat harbor is formed by waters backed up into 
Chicamauga Creek by the Gallipolis Roller Dam. Floating fuel 
:facilities, lauching ramps and auto parktng :facilities are maintained 
at the Chica.ma.uga. basin. Creeks and streams provide fishing, and 
a lake is being constructed near the village of Vinton to provide 
an additional 200 to 300 acres of water area for sports. 
Other recreational facilities include a nine hole golf course 
at Gallipolis and a municipally operated public swimming pool. The 
Kiwanis Club has purchased some 200 acres of wooded land for a camp-
site and other recreational purposes. An organized Fox Hunting Club 
maintains land and a building as headquarters for promoting the sport. 
Local Government 
The county seat, Gallipolis, operates under a city manager form 
of government. A three-member commission (non-partisan} is elected 
for a four year term. 
Four County Commissioners perform the administrative functions 
of the county government and adopt an annual appropriation resolution 
to provide for current expenses of the county. 
Distribution of county expenditures among the different agencies 
is summarized in Table 4. 
Sources of revenue for Gallia County are summarized in Table 5· 
The county had a balance of $454,922 an December 31, 1959 after 
total expenditures of $1,389,8o4. 
A summary of local government taxes collected at the county level 
is as follows: 
Real Estate and Public Utility Property Tax 
Inheritance and Estate Taxes 
House Tra.Uer Tax 
General Tangible 
Special Assessments 
Classified Intangible 
Total Net (after deducting fees, 
refunds, etc.) 
-n-
$1,458,665 
25,158 
1,665 
133,182 
2,476 
20,638 
$1,641,784 
TABLE 4 
Distribution of Expenditures to the Different County Activities and Individual 
Activities' Per Cent of Total, Gallia County, Calendar Year, 1959. 
Activity Expenditure sa Per Cent of Total Per Cent of Grand Tot-al 
Operation, Maintenance and Interest: 
General Government 151,120 13.4 
Protection to Persons and Property 47,963 4.2 
Agriculture Extensions, Bounties, etc. 10, 2.64 0.9 
Health (hospitals, care, etc.) 21, 881 1.9 
County Board of Health 22,752. 2. 0 
Charities and Relief 451,735 40.0 
Welfare and Corrections 206 • 02 
Sanitation and Drainage 000 
Public Service Enterprises 000 
Highways and Bridges 390,390 34.6 
County Board of Education 19. 516 1. 7 
Insurance and Pensions 9,630 .9 
Interest 000 
Miscellaneous 3,839 .4 
Total $1,129,303 \ 
Outlay Expenditures: 
General Government $ 5,330 11. 7 
Protection to Persons and Property 2,356 5. 2 
Health Charities and Welfare 000 
Sanitation, Drainage and Public Service 000 
Highways 27.710 61.0 
Agriculture and Miscellaneous 10,000 22.0 
Total $ 45,398 
Non ... G ov e rnme ntal: $ 215, 102 
Total Expenditures $1,389, 804 
aAmounts given to nearest dollar; items may not add to total due to rounding. 
Source: Office of State Auditor, rhe Financial Report of Ohio Counties, 1959. 
81. 2 
3. 3 
15. 5 
' (\I 1 
TABU! 5 
Sources of Revenue and Per Cent of Total, 
Gallia County, Calendar Year, 1959 
Source Amount a 
Per Cent 
of Total 
General Property Tax 
Motor Vehicle 
Gas Tax 
Sales Tax 
State Grants 
Federal Grants 
Miscellaneous 
General Government 
Public Utility and Other Taxes 
Sinking Fund and Bond Retirement 
Health, T .B. and General Hospitals 
Charities, Welfare, and Corrections 
Special Assessments 
P~otection to Persons and Property 
County Board of Health 
Total Revenue 
$ 315,503 
237,110 
230,000 
26,542 
104,349 
236,494 
45,644 
56,880 
49,525 
000 
418 
3,154 
313 
11,292 
23,590 
$11340,822 
a Amounts given to nearest dollar; items may not add to total due to 
rounding. 
Source: Office of State Auditor, Local Government Taxation and 
~~ Ohio, 1959. 
Obviously, real estate and public utility property taxes account for 
the bulk of local government taxes collected at the county level. 
Distribution of taxes from this source was as follows: 
School Districts 
Municipalities 
County 
Townships 
State 
$ 994,132 
39,111 
298,959 
71,099 
55,3§2 
Total Distribution $1,458,663 
Since 1930, appraised value of property in Ga11ia County subject 
to taxation has increased as follows: 
~ Value 
-
1930 $ 21,113,730 
1940 13,906,448 
1950 18,332,184 
1959 . 119,004,872 
The tremendous increase since 1950 is probably due to the KYser 
Creek Power Plant locating in the county. Total appraised value of 
property in the county subject to taxes levied in 1959 was $119,004,872 
with a county tax rate of 2. 70 mills per $1.00 ve~u.a.tion. Each town• 
ship has a tax re.te of 1.50 except for Addison, th~ ~ger Creek P-:>wer 
l?la.nt loca+.ion, e.::1cl Gal;!.ip-:>lis. Their township rates are .)K) and .30 
respectively. Th(:) school rates range from 13.40 to 21.50 for most 
townships and school districts. The Addison and Cheshire Vil.lage 
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23.4 
17.7 
17.2 
2.0 
1·8 
17.6 
3.4 
4.2 
3·1 
0.03 
0.2 
0.02 
o.8 
1.8 
TABLE 6 
Classification of Commercial Farms According to Sizea 
(Large, Medium, and Small), Gallia County, Ohio 
1949. 1954, and 1959 
1949 1954 1959 
Number Number Number 
of Per Cent of Per Cent of Per Cent 
Class Farms of Total Farms of Total Farms of Total 
Commercial 1,346 55.0 1,165 56.0 691 37.0 
Largeb 34 1. 5 35 1.7 56 3. 0 
Mediumc 392 16.0 310 14.9 360 19. 1 
Smalld 920 37.5 82.0 39.4 275 14. 6 
Othere 1, 101 45.0 915 44.0 1, 191 63.0 
Total 2,447 100.0 2,080 100.0 1, 882 100.0 
anata are estimates made for all farms upon the basis of tabllation 
of da\·a for a sam::,:>le of approximately one-fifth of all farms. These 
estim:-..tes are subject to sampling errors and will not agree with the 
tabulation for all farms. 
brncludes farms with sales of $10,000 and above (Classes I and II of 
the 1949 a."ld 1954 clas sifi.cation and Classes I, II, and III of the 1959 
preliminary classification). 
cincludes farms with sales from $2, 500 to $10, 000 (Classes III and IV 
of the 1949 and 19~4 classification and Classes IV and V of the 1959 
preliminary classification). 
dlnclud('S farms with sales below $2, 500 (Classes V and VI o£ the 
1949 and 1954 classification and Class VI of the 1959 preliminary 
classification}. 
eincludes part-time, semi-retirement or residential, and abnormal. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census. Census of .Agriculture 1 Ohio,l950, 
1955, and 1959 Preliminary Report. 
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Kyger Creek District rate is only 6.6o, hmvever. All tOiv"'lshi:ps are 
assessed .20 mills for each of the followj.ng: Horld ilar II So10iers' 
Bonus J Ko:rea,n Soldie.rs 1 Bonus., and County Libr!'.:cy. Total ratef.l f. or 
each t.a.x dist~ici, range from 10.30 in the Addisol'1 TCW:<'ls:b.in - I\ygor 
Creek :Socal School District to 27.10 in the Gallipolis City -
Gallipolis City &chool District. 
THE: PEOPLE Al'ID THEIR LEVEL OF LIVING 
Rural vs Urban 
---As tb.eCGnsus Bureau classified population in 19501 Gallia County '\Tas 
68.4 percent rural uj.th a total of 17,.,039 rural C'..1-rellers. Reports for 
1960 indicate that both l~al and urban population have increased du~ing 
the :p~st 10 years (Table 21 :page 7)· nural ~opulation as percent of 
total population has decreased about two percentage points, however. 
Gallipolis is the only urban center in the county. 
Urban population increased about 11 :percent since 1940, while 
rural population gained only 1 percent. 
Farm vs Non-Fa11n Rural 
T!le Census di vir.les rural :population into farm and non-farm. Fa..11n 
population in Gallia County has experienced a steady decline since 1910 
and rural non-farm has steadily i.ncreased. During the last decade 
farm '))O'!?ulation declined about 5 percent vrhile rural non-farm rose 
about 10 percent. The farm population was 62.7 :percent of total l~1ral 
pormlation in 1959 compared with 66.1 percent in 1950. Rural non-farm 
population accounted for 33·9 percent of rural population in 1940 
and 37·3 percent in 1950 (Table 2, :page 7)· Some of this increase in 
the ratio of rural non-farm to farm population no doubt is due to the 
change in the Census' definition of a farm, but the trend was in effect 
before the new definition. 
Farms By Economic Class 
The-census Bureau's economic classification of farms includes 
commercial and other. F~rms classified as other include part~time, 
semi-retired or residential, and abnormal. Change in class intervals 
in th~ 1959 preliminary report for the six classes of commercial i'arw.s 
complicate using this as a basis for comparison with :previous census 
farm classifications. Certain census classes 'ivere combined, as explained 
in footnotes belmr table 6 on page 14 so that data for the three years 
would be comparable. 
This comparison reveals that there has been a decline in the ntffilbeT 
and :percent of total commercial fanns during the last ten years. 
However, there has been an increase during the last decade in the 
number of large farms (average size of about 400 acres), and a decrease 
in medium and small farms (average size o:' about 200 and 50 acres 
respectively). 
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Farm Tenure 
Most of the operators hold title to land. Of the county's 1,821 
farmers, 71.9 percent are full owners and 18.7 percent are part owners. 
Only 9·1 percent are full tenants~ and three-tenths of 1 percent are 
managers. :Many of the :part O'tmers have no mortgage on the land they 
own ( 60 of 100 farmers interviewed had no real estate moJ."tgage). 
Table 7 shows changes in tenure for the county during the last 
10 years. 
In conjunction iTith the decrease in the number of farms, there has 
been a decline in the proportion of full owners but an increase in 
propol~ion of part O'w.ners, tenants, and managers. 
T.P.BLE 7 
Classification of Farm Operators by Tenure, 
Gallia Com1ty1 Ohio 3 1950,1954, and 1959 
_...-,...... _ _.._ 
Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent 
of of o:f 
Tenure 1950 Total 1954 Total 1959 Total 
Full Ovmel·s 1,976 81 1,659 75·0 1,310 71.9 
Part Oimers 267 11 358 16.2 341 18.7 
Managers 2 2 .1 5 ·3 
All Tenants 202 8 193 8.7 165 9·1 
----
Total ? 447 . 2,212 !..,821,-:---
Source: u.s. Bureau of Census, pensus of ~ricultu!~' Ohio, 
.- 19)0, 1954 and Preliminary Report for 1960. 
The tenure pattern of the sample of 100 farmers surveyed for this 
study is sho-vm by Table 8. 
The sample yielded 57 percent full owners, 36 percent part mmers) 
7 percent full tenants and no managers. This cor!lpares with the census 
71.9 percent full o1mers, 18.7 percent part owners, 9·1 percent tenants 
and three-tenths percent managers. 
TABLE 8 
Tenure Pattern on 100 Farms in Gallia County, Ohio 
Full-Time Part-Time 
Tenure Number- Acrea~e :Number ), Acreage . '
Class Cases Mean ~~- Cases Mean Ban~e Full Oimer 31- 131.0 29-305 26 97·9 24-2 9 
Part Owner 24 
Owned 153·9 55-385 120.6 30-330 
Rented 77·2 o.4w430 62.2 0.6-130 
Full Tenant 4 230·7 150-323 3 122·3 78-179 
All Farms 59" 41 
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Preliminary census data for 1960 shotvs that 77 of the farmers in 
Ga.llia County employed 104 "regular" hired irorkers in 1959. In addition 
there were 935 unpaid family workers who worked at least 15 hours on 
the farm in the week preceding enumeration. 
Part-time Fa.rmiAS 
There has been a substantial increase in off-farm employment as 
noted in Table 9· 
Year 
1939 
1949 
1954 
1959 
TABLE 9 
Change in Farm Operatol .. S Uorking Off the Fa.l"m 
One Hundred Days or More 1 Galli a County~ 
Ohio, 1939, 19491 1954, a.nd 1959 
Total 
2,769 
2,447 
2,080 
1,882 
l~umber t'lol~king Off-Fal"Ill 
100 Days or More 
508 . 
689 
78o 
738 
Source: u.s. Bureau of Census, ~sus of AiricUlture, Ohio, 
194o, 1950, 1955 and 1959 Preliminary Report. 
Percent 
of Total 
18·3 
28.2 
35·3 
1~0·5 
An analysis of the age distribution of farm operators shotrs that l:!l.Ore 
than one-fourth of the farm operatol·s were 6o years o:L' age or over, and 
more than one-half i-Tere above 50 years of age (Table 10). Average age of 
the 100 farmers in the sample was 52 compared irith 52·5 average age re-
ported by the census. 
TABLE lO 
Age of 100 Farm Operators, Ga.llia County 1 Ohio, 1960 
Age 
Less than 35 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 a.nC!. over 
Totf11 
number 
8 
11 
13 
15 
12 
14 
..KL 
100 
Family Livfng Conditions 
Gallipolis has almost 21 500 single residences, 20 apartment houses 1 
and 50 duplexes. About 70 percent of the people of Gallipolis own their 
homes. Older homes, some ranging from. 100 to 150 years, rent from $50 
to $100 per month. 
The 8,500 residents of Gallipolis have public services of the city 
plus the luxury of quiet country living. Eighty percent of the streets 
a.r~ paved and lighted. Fire fighting equipment consists of two pumper 
trucks; a police force of 13 provides protection and patrol service • 
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Uater for residential use is from ground--v1ater source and is not polluted. 
Garbage and trash collection and street cleaning are provided by the city. 
There 't-rere 61 753 dwelling units in Ga.llia County in 19501 of uhich 6,313 irere occupied~ 68.9 percent were owner occupied. 
Farm family living conditions are indicated by the follo11ing data 
from the Bureau of Census figures for 1954: (~) Eighty-six percent of 
the farm families had a radio ( 2) 97 percent o:f' the farms had electri-
city~ (3) 75 percent telephones~ (4) 38 percent piped running water, (5) 53 percent had television; (6) l2 percent bath or shower; (7) 72 
percent automobiles, (8) 52 percent refrigeration~ and (9) gross average 
income per farm was :)2,638. Level-of-living indexes for each county in 
the United States have been derived by the u.s. Department of Agriculture. 
Table ll compares Gallia County farm family level-of-living index uilih 
that of the 22 county lmr-income area, the 66 counties of higher incom.e.ll 
and the state as a 11hole. 
Year 
1945 
1950 
1954 
TABLE 11 
Farm Family Level-of-Living Index, Gallia County Compared 
with Twenty-Two Low Farm Income Counties of Southeast 
Ohio, Sixty-Six Higher Income Counties, and the 
State of Ohio, 19451 19501 and 1959 
Index for Index for 
Gallia 22-Lou Income 66 Higher IndeJt for 
County Counties of Income Counties State of 
Index Southeast Ohio of Ohio Ohio 
7fi: 92 148 134 
120 121 157 148 
129 134 169 160 
Source: u.s. Department of Agriculture, Farpl OJ2erator Family Level-
of'-Livin~ Inde·ces for Counties of the United States 1 1945, ?;250, and 1954, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Statis·tical Bulletln No. 204/ :March, 1957· 
Level-of-living indexes are based on four items that were available 
tor farm-operator families for eacb county in the United States tor 
five years in the twenty-five years covered by the analysis. Not all 
goods, services1 and other satisfactions are included, but historical 
evidence indicates that most of the other various items are closely 
related to the four basic items used, vThich are (1) percentage of farms 
uith electricity, (2) telephones, (3) automobiles, and (4) average value 
of products sold or traded in the year preceding the census (adjusted 
for changes in purchasing power of the farmer's dollar). 
During the last decade, Gallia County's level-of-living has improved 
relatively more than that of the other low-income counties, the 66 higher 
income counties 1 and the state as a whole. The county index increased 
55 points during the period compared to 42 points for the other low-income 
counties, 21 points for the 66 higher income counties, and 26 points 
for the state. 
1u.s. Bureau of Census, County and City Data Book, A Statistical 
Abstract Supplement, u.s. Department of Commerce, 1956, P• 227. 
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WID USE 
Present Land Use 
- Appl~oximat,ely 61~ percent of the land in Gallia County is suital:~le for 
cultivation. This includes all acreage in the county under land capability 
Classes I through IV. Table 12 compares the present nse of acreage suitable 
for cultivation uith land not suitable for cnJ.tivation, according to the 
standard capability classification. 
Changes in Land Us!:, 
Changes from agriculture to other land uses are attributable chiefly 
to t"t·TO conditions: (1) alternatives such as ind1lStrial or urban uses may 
mean higher returns ~.nd ( 2) submarginal agricultural lana. may be forced 
to abandonment or to louer return uses such as forestl"Y• 
During the last three decades the amount of land in farms in Gal1ia 
County has been decreasing steadily. In 1930 approximately 88 percent 
of the county's lan<.1 uas in farms. By 1959 lan0. in farms uas CI.O"wn. to 
66 percent (Figure 3)• 
Coal strip-mining has accounted for removal of some land from farm 
use. During the eleven year period, 1948-58, coal strip-mining hat 
involved 3,623 acres. An estimated 13,372 acres of potential coal 
r~serves remain according to data collected from the Division of 
Reclamation, Ohio Department of l'.Tatura.l 3esources, by Robert M. Reeser.l 
The higher returns from this use are temporary. After the coal is 
mined the land is aban~oned1 leaving an ugly gash upon an otherwise scenic 
landscape. Much ti:'l€ and considerable e:q;>ense iTOuJ.d be required to reclaim. 
strip-mined land for use even as forest land. 
As land in farms hes decreased the ntunber of farms has also decreased, 
but size of farms has increased. Since 1930 the number of farms has 
decreas~d from 2,769 to 1,821, an average of 31.6 farms per year over the 
last thirty years. Rate of decrease during the last to decades has 
been about 44 farms per year. Average size of farms has grOtm from 91 
acres in 1930 to 109·5 acres in 1959 1 the greatest rate of increase 
occurring since 1940. If this rate of change in number and average size 
of farms should continue for 20 yeal·s, projections indicate that by 
1980 GaJ.lj,a County 'trill have appro~dma.tely 1,200 farms averaging close 
to 142 acres per farm. This also means that land in farms will decrease 
further to a total of 16o,ooo acres or about 56 percent of total land 
area co;n:oa.red vi th the cur::-ent 66.2 percent. 
Accompanying the changes in land use have been corresponding shtfts 
in acr~aGe ana import~~ce of various crops. Ten year averages of acreage 
harvested in Lbe major crops (Table 13) reveal that thel~ has been a 
rat'l:ler signifi<!ant decrease in acreage of corn and uheal:. over the past 
three decades \Thile average acreage of soybeans and oats harvested has 
increased. 
The 10 year average for acres of hay harvested -.:ras about the same 
i:1 1950-59 as it nas in 1930-39· Hwever, more hay 11as harvested per 
fG.rm during the last ten years then during 1930-39 as there vTere from 30 
to 35 percent fevrer farms. 
Hay and oat crops became more important as dairying increased over 
the last three decades. Dairying has been the most important enter-
prise in the county since 1940 but i1as second to poultry in 1930 · 
1Robert M. Reeser, "Coal Strip-Mining Data, 11 Unpublished data 
collected from the Division of Reclamation, Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources1 Columbus1 1959· 
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TABLE lZ 
Present Use of Land Potentially Suitable for Cultivation Compared 
with Use of Acreage Not Suitable for Cultivation, 
Gallia County. 1958 
Pasture Forest and 
Cropland and Range Woodland Other Total 
Capability Classa (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres} (acres) 
Suitable for Cultivation: 
Class I 3, 120 448 
--
37 3,605 
Class II 29,738 8,7Z3 5, 194 1,700 45,355 
Class III 17' 714 Z6, 114 31. 717 11, 8S S 87,400 
Class IVb 4,670 13, 767 zo. z 11 5. 643 44, '91 
Total 55,242 49,05Z 57, lZZ 19. 2.35 180, 651 
Per Cent of Total 30.5 2.7. 3 31.6 10.6 100.0 
Not Suitable for Cultivation: 
Class VI 990 16,483 2.9,739 8,309 55,521 
Class VII 75 6, 912. 38. 155 2..037 47, 179 
Total l, 065 2.3,395 67,894 10, 346 102., 700 
Per Cent of Total 1. 0 2.2..8 66.1 1 o. 1 100.0 
•see description of capability classes in previous section. 
bNot adapted to intertilled crops but suited to small grains and other close growing crops. 
Source: Preliminary data of the Ohio Committee, National Inventory of Soil and Water Conservation 
Needs. Summarization by the Ohio State University, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural 
Sociology. 
I 
@ 
I 
Improved transportation facilities and milk handling techniques opened 
such industrial centers as Charleston and Huntington, West Virginia as 
good milk markets for Gallia and surrounding counties. 
Crop 
Corn 
Wheat 
Oats 
Soybeans 
Hay 
TABLE 13 
Comparison of Major Crops Grown in Gallia County 
by Ten-Year Averages of Acreage Harvested, 
1930-39, 1940-49, and 1950-59 
1930-39 Average 
(acres) 
1946-49 Average 
~acres) 
19,110 14,720 
6,700 4,960 
830 1,230 
430 
201 4oO 23,270 
1950-59 Average 
( acresl. 
13,700 
2,74o 
1,490 
820 
21,070 
Source: Census of Agriculture, United States Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of Census, 1930-~9· 
- - ---- - - - - -- ---- ~ - - - - - - - - -- --- -- - --When bulk tanks became mandatory for grade A production for these 
markets in 1959, some of the small dairy fanners either quit or resorted 
to less profitable grade B milk markets. Farmers, above age 55 especially., 
felt they could not afford to go into debt for bulk tanks. Some of the 
younger dairy farmers with ten or twelve-cow herds decided they would 
have to increase herd size if a. bulk tank were to be profitable. 
The forced increase in investment has caused concern among da.iry 
farmers. They are vitally interested in any progre.m that would promote 
industrial development in the county and for the area.. They believe 
that more industry would assure them continued good milk markets and 
possibly improve their current market position. 
Modern transportation facilities, production technology, and large 
low-cost producers of poultry1 fruits, and vegetables in the South and 
other areas have robbed the small truck fanner and_poultry producer of his 
local market. These products can be shipped in fresh, during all seasons, 
cheaper than the local fanners can produce them. The i~ct of this 
competition on local grmvers is evident in the decline of the poultry, fruit, 
and vegetable enterprises since 1930 (Table 14). 
The diminishing use of acreage for corn, wheat, and truck crops 
indicates t~t ag~culture in Gallia County has become less intensive. 
This is in contrast to the 66 more prosperous counties of the state 
where farm land use has steadily become more intensified. Land suitable 
for intensive agriculture,. Classes I and II, is much less plentiful in 
Ga.llia County than in the rest of the state. Only 17 percent is suitable 
for intensive agriculture. This is well above the 10.8 percent average 
for the 22 county area but less then one-third that for the rest of the 
state. 
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Enterprise 
Dairy 
Poultry 
Tobacco 
TJffiLB 14 
Importance of Major Agricultural Enterprises as 
Percent of Total Cash Receipts from Sales of 
Farm Products, Gallia County 
1940, 1950, and 1960 
. i930 J."§"4o 1956-
Percent Percent Percent 
21 30 28 
22 28 23 
11 15 19 
Truck Crops and Fruit 17 12 5 
Hogs 7 8 
Cattle and Calves 14 5 
Other 15 8 12 
Total 100 100 100 
1959 
Percent 
34 
12 
20 
5 
4 
17 
8 
100 
Source: Cens·us of A~ricultureJ United States Department of Commerce J 
Bureau of Census, 1930-1959· 
- ~ - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -
Exk'ected Chan~es in Land Use vlithout.! 
Planning Program 
.. - ""' - - - ... - .......... - - -
Allocation of land in Gallia County to s:pecifiecl uses since 1930 is 
shown on a percentage basis in Figure 3· Trends in these uses of land 
are projected to 1980. 
Since 19301 land in farms has declined from 88 to 67 percentJ due 
primarily to a 34 percent decrease in the number of farms. Projections 
to 1980 indicate that only 56 percent of the land area will be in fanns, 
assuming current trends continue. 
Amount of cropland harvested has remained about the same during the 
last three decades despite the decrease in the number of farms. The 
decrease has been about 7 percent since 1930· Tbe projected trends sh~w 
that expected crops for harvest in 1980 may occupy only 8 percent of the 
land. 
Land designated as nother cropland 11 is composed of rotational pasture, 
idle cropland, and/or land planted to crops but not harvested due to lm~ 
yield. This land use is e~cpected to be practically extinct by 1980 if 
curX'ent trends prevail. In 1930 "other cropland 11 acc01 .. mted for 24 percent 
of the lan1 area. By 1960 it was dot-m to 6 percent. Change in definition 
probably accounts for most of this difference. Projections indicate that 
crops are expected to be harvested from practically all designated crop-
land by 19801 leaving only a. very small portion to be called "other crop-
land." 'Xhis implies that very few crop acres are ex;pected to result in 
crop failure; rotational pasture :practice is becoming obsolete, and crop-
land is not expected to be left idleJ and that only the better land will 
be considered as cropland. 
The portion of land devoted to open pasture has changed relatively 
little during the last three decades, and projected trends indicate that 
land allotted to this use is expected to remain fairly cons"tan't during 
the next twenty years. 
The area devoted to woodland has increased from 16 to 24 percent 
since 1930. Another 3 or 4 percent increase is expected by 198o if 
current trends continue. 
With 948 fewer farms than in 19301 the portion of land not in farms 
has increased from 12 to ~3 percent of total area during the last three 
decades. Projections indicate that by 198o land not in farms and land in 
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Figure3 
Cumulated Percentage of Land Area in Specified Uses 
in GaJ.l.ia. County by Census Periods, 1930-1960, 
and Projection of Trends to 1980 
Percent Percent 
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Source: Census 2! Agriculture, United States Depa-rtment of Commerce, 
Bureau of Census, 1930-1959. 
farms is eA."Pected to be divided about 50-50. This corresponds with 
another 31~ percent decrease in number of farms e:cpected during this 20 
year period. 
How much of the increase in land not in farms and in farm woods 
is due to abmdonment to brush and undergrowth is difficult to determine. 
Only a small portion of the land area not in farms has gone to such uses 
as urban grmrth, new roads 1 industrial development, or parks and recreational 
areas. Urban population has increased about 23 percent since 1930 and 
only about 5 percent since 1950, most of which has occurred to the city 
of Gallipolis. The increase of industrial land use in the county has 
been the 200 to 300 acres occupied by the KYger Creek Power Plant, and the 
3,600 acres for coal strip-mining. Kiwanis 1 Club Camp site and the 200 
acre lake being constructed near the town of Vinton constitute the portion 
of land being used primarily for :recreational purposes. Perhaps a few 
hundred more acres have been absorbed in new roads and widening of old 
roads. 
Currently, the county has about 5,321 s.cres in roads, 374 acres in 
railroads, and 187 acres in air transportation facilities 1 bringing 
total transportation use of land to 5,882 acres.l 
Land alloted to transportation, recreation, and industrial uses 
approximates 10,000 acres or about 3. 3 percent of total land area.. This 
and the 13,372 acres (about 4.5 percent of total land area) of coal re-
serves account for more than one-third of the 21 percent of the land not 
in farms. Some of the coal reserves undoubtedly are still in farms, however . 
Finally, the amount of land not in farms due to abandonment to brush and 
woodland represents about 14 percent of total land, according to this extimate. 
The impact and implications of these changes in land use and agricultural 
production in the county are revealed somev1hat in the responses to two 
related questions asked the 100 farmers interviewed for this study. 
The question, 11Wha.t do you think will happen to farming in Southeast 
Ohio when the present generation is gone?", elicited the following 
responses with this frequency: 
Res;eonse 
Fewer but larger and better farms 
Some farms ¥Till be abandoned 
Don't know, young people aren •t interested 
Won't be much farming 
Suppose it will continue as always 
Some land will be reforested 
Coal companies are buying up lots of farms 
Number of dairy farms will increase 
Government might own much of land 
Some land will be developed for recreation 
Frequencl 
54 
50 
20 
8 
6 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
When asked, "Would you advise a young man that Southeast Ohio is a 
good place to get established in farming?", 57 answered, "~io." They gave 
such reasons as (1) there is no future in it, (2) land is too poor, (3) 
could invest time and money better elsewhere., (4) requires too much capital 
in proportion to e::q>ected returns, (5) can't make a. decent living a.t it, 
and (6) would do better to train for something else. 
1 Fred R. Durr, 11Transportation a.nd Lend Use in Ohio," a paper 
submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements in Agricultural Eco-
nomics 707, The Ohio State Uhiversity. 
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Thirty-eight gave a. qua.lified "yes, " { l) if he could get good fin-
ancial ba.cl".ing; ( 2} depends on his interest 1 determination, and farm 
background; (3) would advise him to learn a trade also. 
Five said they did not know but did not think they would advise a 
young man to choose Southeast Ohio for a place to became established in 
farming. They offered no reasons. 
These responses seem to indicate that most of the farmers are aware 
of the marginal and submarginal nature of many of the farms in Gallia and 
surrounding counties. Most of them do not blame the young people for 
being disinterested in farming in this area. In fact, most encourage 
young people to train for some other vocation, even though the county 
will lose them to the industrial centers. 
With the prospective trends of more and more land being abandoned to 
brush, certainly the need for a planning program is evident if even 
near-optimum use is to be achieved. 
The extent to which fixed and limited land area is allocated to 
this varied uses to meet the needs ofsociety depends upon the input of 
intelligence, skill, and technology. "There is n9 useless land. The 
ultimate resource is the resourcefulness of man."· 1 
Desirable Land Use Throygb Planning 
The hilly nature of most of the GaJ.lia County land renders it subject 
to erosion. During the 1920 • s and 1930's when more of the land was de-
voted to crops, much top soil was lost by erosion. As more land has been 
allowed to return to brush and timber, erosion problems have become less 
severe. 
From the standpoint of agriculture, desired land use would confom 
to recognized conservation practices. Most of the cropland of the county 
should be devoted to hay and pasture crops, and only land subject to 
minimum erosi.on (Classes I and II) should be used for cultivated crops. 
Land capability Classes III a.nd IV, being less suited for cultivation, 
could best be used for hay, pasture, or woodland. All land of Classes 
VI and VII should remain in timber or be returned to it, preferably by 
planned reforestation rather than just being abandoned to brush. Currently 1 
the county has no organized reforestation or land-use program. Most refor-
estation is voluntary and. some promotion is done through Extension1 ASC1 
and SCS a.ge~ts. A few requests for assistance in procuring planing stock 
are being made, however. 
A study of the forest resources of Southeast Ohio by w. B. McGinnies, 
et al1 of tl!e Central States Forest Experiment Station revealed that 91 
percent of tie forest land in the area is privately owned; 50 percent by 
industrial and other non-farm private owners and 41 percent by farmers. 
The study also pointed out Why these ow.ners do not take advantage of ACP 
cost-sharing programs for approved reforestation practices. Fifty-three 
percent were unaware that cost-sharing programs are available; 23 percent 
indicated lack of time to do the work; 9 percent were not interested in 
forestry; 3 percent were unsympathetic to subsidy programs; and 12 per-
cent gave various other reasons. 
Woods and forests seem to be the most desired use for the area.. Re-
turns from this will of course depend upon the effectiveness of pla.rming 
and promoting a reforestation program which will better provide raw materials 
for the increasing demands of pulp and paper mills and the manufacture 
of many new wood products. 
With 43 percent of GaJ.lia County land currentlY in forest and farm 
woodland and an expected 6o to 70 percent in such use by l98o, it would 
seem wise for the county to plan and promote the development of forestry 
and complementary uses. 
1 Marion Clawson, R. BumeU Held1 and Charles H. Stoddard, ~ 
for the Future (Baltimore: The Jobn Hopkins Press, 196o) 1 P• 18. 
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According to William P. Smith., the County Agricultural Extension Agent, 
some farms have been purchased by the u. s. Forest Service, others have 
been abandoned, and many of the remaining farms have at least a few 
abandoned acres. Much of the current reforestation involves sim.ply allotrlng 
the natural vegetation to take over without planned planting. 
Desirable uses other than agricultural and forestry 'Will depend upon 
the county's success in attracting industry to locate 'Within its borders. 
Undoubtedly industrial use of a portion of the land is and should be the 
county's first consideration since it is a high-return use. 
Effective allocation of land to industry, agriculture, and forestry 
and complementary uses is basic to the county's economy and improved 
level-of-living • This will require extensive planning and cooperation 
of the people of the county and their leaders. 
Plans to meet increased demands for urban development (residential 
housing, new businesses, and public institutions) should be formulated 
in advance. A study of how other areas have hanilled their pla.nni~ aild. 
zoning problems could serve as a useful guide for drafting plans and ordi-
nances to fit local conditions. 
Effective Land Retirement from Siriculture 
to Attain Optimum Land Use 
The preceding descriptive analysis of the county's resources and 
its position relative to current and expected land use·with and without 
planning is the base for suggesting a course of action for stimulating the 
rate of' retirement of land from agricultural production. The primary 
objective is to establish land in uses for which it is best suited, 
principally forestry, pe:rma.nent grass and complementary uses like wild 
game preserves and recreational areas. Efforts to rationalize a plan 
which will re~ect the principles of a free society are conscientiously 
observed. 
The Conservation Reserve of the Soil Bank is the National Program now 
in effect for promoting withdrawal of' cropland from production. Although 
this program appealed to maJlY farmers over the state and nation it does 
not seem very attractive to farmers in Gallia County. Only one farmer 
out of 100 interviewed for this study had contracted. any land to the program. 
Should a paper mill company be the buyer of this land and eventua.lly 
locate a mill here, this would mean increased employment opportunities., 
new investment capital, new market opportunities, and greater community 
growth within the county and. in surrounding areas. Location of e. pulp 
mill in the county could also serve as a stimulant to other buyers who 
might wish to invest in land primarily for producing and marketing forest 
re.w material to the processing plant. 
The nation 1 s pulp and paper industry is expanding and. more expansion 
is indicated. Wood. pulp demands by 1975 'Will require a.n estimated 270 
more 300-to:.!-per-day mills than were operating in 1955.1 
Another condition favorable to this program is the indication of 
farmers' willingness to sell. Of the 100 farmers interviewed., about 
one-fifth said they would sell their farms and move to town for a full-
time job if moving costs were paid and jobs were available. Average 
age for this group was 46. Several farmers in the advanced age group 
indicated their willingness to sell but felt they could. not afford to 
retire. Market value of 8 percent of' the fanns was given at an average 
of $38 per acre. This includes the improvements. Average size of farms 
1.' John H. Farrell1 ''What e. Pulp Mill Could Mean to Missouri,'' 
Missouri Business, November, 1959· 
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in this group was 142 acres. Twelve percent valued their farms at 50·75 
dollars per acre. Farm size averaged 150 acres in this group. 
Assum.ing this to be a representative sample, 8 percent of the farms 
in the county (145 farms) averaging 142 acres per farm at $38 per acre 
would cost the buyer $5,396 per farm or a total of $782,420 for 20,590 
acres. Assuming these farms can be purchased on the term payment plan at 
an average $2,000 per farm for the first peyment, the initial outlay would 
be $290,000. With a flat $500 payment per year per farm to be applied 
on principal and interest (interest at 5 percent) the buyer could have 
clear title to the 20,590 acres within nine years. Cost per yea.r would be 
$72,500. Total cost would be $906,975 or $44 per acre. 
If annual payment should be $1,000 a. year per farm to be applied on 
principal and interest, then annual cost would be $145,000 for 
about four years. With initial outlay of $290,000, total cost would 
be $843,610 or about $41 per acre. About one .. fourth of this lancl is already 
in woods (Figure 3) • 
Individually owned small units which have been abandoned can, perhaps, 
be purchased at lower prices. Most of this land probably is brush or 
woodland, and even brushland may be considered a source of raw material for 
pulp mills. New technology facilitates use of ctul material formerly con-
sidered unma.rketa.ble.l 
Whether purchase of land at these prices on a. term contract basis will 
a.ppea.l to a. private compa:rry depends, of course, upon the economic feasibility 
of such a. project. To determine this will require more research a.nd. care-
ful budgeting of eYpected returns from current timber stands as well as 
costs a.nd time required for establishing new timber growth to profitable 
marketa.lle stage. 
Should it prove unattractive for private enterprise, it seems rea.-
sonab:e for the government to initiate such a program, either as a. 
collaborator with or separately from private enterprise. 
Fectors seemingly favorable for such a government program are: 
1. It focuses directly on the low-income farm problem. 
2. Both land and labor will be removed from agriculture on a relatively 
permanent basis. 
3. It minimizes disruption of farmers' lives. 
4. Taxpayers' money will be invested in something tangible, with 
po~ential of substantial returns in the long run. 
5. Cos·lis will be spread over a period of years. 
Table 15 deplete e~ected costs of the land purchasing contract pro-
gram at difi"C'rent &~a.les oe OpE'ration (from 5,000 to 1 10001 000 farms) • 
Calculation.s were f;:;r 100-acre farms at $75 per acre and 5 percent interest, 
payment to be amori,ized over a period of eight years. 
Assuming that 20 thousand farms of 100- acres each can be purchased 
for $75 per acre on a eigt~ year payment contract at 5 percent interest, 
the initial outla.7 ($2,00') per farm) would be $4o million. Annual costs 
($l,GOO :per farm to be a:F:plied on principal and interest) would be 
$20 m:t:lion. Total costs, incJuding interest, over the eight year period 
would be $171,980,000. 
Initial outlay for 500,000 farms of this size and cost per acre would 
be one billion dollars. Al:mual payments would total $500 million, and 
total cost fer the eight year ps'l;'iod would be $4,299,500,000 or about 
$537.4 millJ.on. a year for eight years to remove 50 mlllion acres of land 
from agriculture. 
1 Farrel, p. 3· 
Number of 
100 Acres 
Farms 
5,000 
10,000 
20,000 
30,000 
4o,ooo 
50,000 
100,000 
500,000 
1,ooo,ooo 
TABLE 15 
Cost of Purchasing Various Numbers of 100 Acre Farms 
at $75 per Acre by Eight-Year Land Purchase 
Contract Agreements at 5 Per Cent Interest 
Total Cost at $75 
.Annual Cost Per Acre, Payment 
Initial Outlay with $11 000 Distributed Over 
at $21 000 Annual Payment Eight-Year Period 
Per Farm Per Farm At 5 Per Cent Interest 
$ 10,000,000 $ 5,000,000 $ 42,995,000 
20~000,000 10,000,000 85,990,000 
4o,000 1000 20,000,000 171,980,000 
6o,ooo,ooo 30,000,000 2571970,000 
8o,ooo,ooo 4o,ooo,ooo 343,96o,ooo 
lOO,OOO,OOO 50,000,000 429,950,000 
200,000,000 100,000,000 859,900,000 
1,ooo,ooo,ooo 500,000,000 4,299,500,000 
2,ooo,ooo,ooo 1,ooo,ooo,ooo 8,599,000,000 
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NEED FOR AND MEANS OF ACHIEVmG FARM LABOR MOBILITY 
The principal problem inherent in any effective program for removing 
land from agriculture is that of providing displaced farmers with alternative 
opportunities for making a living. This chapter deals with the problems 
and implications involving rehabilitation of displaced and underemployed 
farm labor in Gallia County. 
Educational Profile, SRecial Training, and 
~ackground of Farm Operators 
Introductory remarks to thisstudy pointed out several vocational 
and georgraphic impediments to the implementation of greater mobility 
of farm labor. One major obstacle, of course, is the limited education 
and training, especially characteristic of the low income farm groups. 
Most of the farm operators, the older ones in particular, possess only 
the skills of agriculture. These specialized skills are not readily 
transferable to other industry. 
To provide a better perspective of this problem of labor mobility 
Table 16 presents the educational profile of the 100 farmers in the sample. 
Years of 
TABLE 16 
Education Level of 100 Farmers, by Age Groups, 
Gallia County, 196o 
Age GrouEs 
School Under 6o and 
Completed 32 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 Over 
Less than 7 1 1 1 4 
7 1 2 1 4 
8 1 3 3 5 5 7 12 
9 2 1 2 1 
10 2 2 1 1 3 
11 1 1 1 1 1 
12 2 5 5 6 3 1 
13 1 1 1 
14 1 
15 1 1 1 
16 1 
Total 8 11 13 15 12 14 27 
Total 
7 
7 
36 
6 
9 
5 
22 
3 
1 
3 
1 
100 
The-re ::tre two model groups in this education profile. The largest 
group ccrill~lcced the eighth gr.ade in school and represents more than one-
third of 't.he one hundred farmers interviewed. 
The second model group completed twelve years of sChool. Twelve 
of the 22 farmers in this group were less then 45 years of age. 
More than one-third of the 100 farmers in this sample have com-
pleted elevan or more years of school. About two-thirds of these are 
under 50. Eight of the one hundred completed more than twelve years. One 
is a college graduate with a :s.s. degree in Animal Husbandry. 
About one-fourth of the farmers in the sample had received special 
training in agriculture. Twenty-one had from one to four years of 
vocational agriculture in high school; four of these also had taken 
Veternans' On-Farm Training .. 
In this group of operators with special training and skills many 
were unable to derive a reasonably good level of living from their 
smaller farms. Some have secured part-time jobs to supplement their 
incomes. Others would like to secure part-time jobs or train for a. new 
trade and would move, if necessa.ry, to obtain a full-time non-farm job. 
Seventy-five percent of the 100 farmers have lived on a farm practically 
all their lives. The number of years they have lived on their present 
farms ranges from one to 68 and averages 16 years. TaN.e 17 compares the 
distribution of full-time and part-time operators according to number 
of years they have operated th~ir present farms. 
TABLE 17. 
Comparison of FuJ.l-Time and Part-Time Farmers' 
Lel)gth of Tenure on Present Farms, 
100 Farmers, Ga.llia County, 196o 
Years Lived on Number of Farmers 
Present Farm Full-Time Part-Time 
l. - 4 7 6 
5 - 9 6 9 
10- 14 17 9 
15- 19 12 4 
20- 24 5 6 
25- 29 3 3 
30 - 34 4 l 
35 - 39 2 l 
4o and Over 3 2 
Total. 59 41 
Total Farmers 
13 
1.5 
26 
16 
ll 
6 
5 
3 
5 
100 
A breakdown of the 41 part-time farmers of the sample according to 
age and the number of years on their present job is presented in. Ta.ble 18. 
TABLE 18 
Part-Time Farmers According to Age and Number of Years on 
Present Job, Sample of 100 Farmers, Gallia County 1 196o 
Years on Present Job 
Age Group l-4 5-9 10-l§ 15-19 20 and OVer Total 
25 - 29 2 2 
30 - 34 1 l 2 
35 - 39 3 1 2 6 
4o-44 2 2 l 5 
45 - 49 7 l 2 10 
50- 54 2 4 6 
55 - 59 2 1 3 
6o-64 2 1 l 4 
65 ... 69 1 l 1 3 
Total 21 ll 8 l 41 
About half of the part-time farmers have been working at their pre-
sent jobs less then five years and over three-fourths for J.ess than ten 
years. Most of the remaining one-fifth have had their present jobs for 
10-14 years. More than one-halt are from 4o to 55 years old, and one-fourth 
are in the 45-49 year age group. 
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Incomes reported from these non-farm jobs ranged from $250 to $6,000. 
Average (mean) for the 41 farmers was $2,461. More than 4o per cent were 
in the $2,400 to $4,000 range. Other family members of eight of these 
part-time farmers were working and their salal~es averaged $2J782 per year. 
One operator and his family members had a total income of $8,750 from non-
farm employment. Net farm income was only $246. The 41 part-time 
farmers had net farm incomes ranging from ~>100 to $6, 300 an average of 
$1,517· Average net farm income plus average off-farm income (exclusive 
of other family members' income) brought the part-time farmers an average 
money income of $3,978. The average, including the earnings of all family 
members, was evidence that alternative opportunities for farmers in the 
county are very meager. 
Improving Labor Mobility Through Retraining 
The first problem considered here is determining means for improving 
vocational mobility of these farmers. I~bility is determined by the 
extent to which the individual has developed sldlls and dexterity in areas 
for which there is demand. Since farm skills are in demand only in agri-
culture and farm labor is in excess, any i~rovement of mobility for 
those skilled only in farming will necessitate their retraining. 
Requisite to establishment of retraining programs is the knowledge 
that farmers desire to participate in such training. 
Table 19 describes the extent of interest in retraining expressed by 
farmers interviewed for this study. 
The fact that 43 farmers out of 100 would participate in a reasonable 
period of trainitg (3 to 24 months) seems a significant indication of 
their desire to equip themselves for non-farm employment. If this is 
representative, Gallia County has approximately 782 farmers from the 
total of 1,821 who would take advantage of free training. 
TI!BLE 19 
Farmers According to Age Who Would or Would Not Participate 
in Training to Develop New Skills or Learn a New Trade 
if Training Were Free, 100 Farmers 1 Gallia County, 
Ohio, 196o 
Farmers lfuo Would Train Farmers Who Would Not Train 
Age Gro~ Part-time Full-Time Total Part-Time Full-Time Total 
Under 35 3 3 6 1 1 2 
35 - 39 3 2 5 3 3 6 
4o - 44 2 5 7 2 4 6 
45 - 49 8 4 12 2 1 3 
50 - 54 2 3 5 ~ 3 7 
55 .. 59 3 4 7 2 5 7 
60 and over 1 1 5 21 26 
Total 21 22 43 19 38 57 
Inquiry relative to possible increased interest in training if sub-
sistence allowances were available during the training period. did not 
elicit additional response. Only those who indicated they would train 
if it were free also indicated they would train if subsistence were also 
provided.. 
In addition to these farmers willing to train there were 22 family 
members who also were interested· 
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Thirty-five of the 57 farmers who were not interested in training 
said they were too old. Seventy per cent 1rere over 50, and 46 percent 
1-rere 6o or above. Twenty of this group said they preferred to farm and 
two were satisfied with their current part-time farming arrangements. 
Fourteen of the seventeen farmers under 50 who were not interested in 
training were operating larger farm units that provided comparatively 
favorable returns. Their unit size averaged 254 acres with an average of 
86 cropland acres. Average net income for the 14 was $51 189 in 1959· 
Although the average level of education for all farmers of the 
county is about eight years of school completed, the average for the 
43 farmers of the sample who are interested in opportunities to develop 
new skills is 10 years. Almost one-half have CO!!Il>leted high school. This 
indicates a reasonably adequate foundation on which to develop new skills., 
especially since the desire is present. 
Only a very few of those trained would be able to find off -farm 
jobs in the county under present conditions. This introduces the problem 
of increasing the geographical mobility of farm. labor. Some economists 
have suggested that monetary assistance such as grants, loans, or both be 
provided farmers who would have to move out of an area for non-farm 
employment. Such assistance would be applied to moving costs and perhaps 
some nominal allowance during the adjustment period.l' 
The interviewees were questioned about their willingness to sell 
their farms and move to town for full-time jobs if moving costs were paid. 
Nineteen of the 100 indicated they would be willing to change occupations 
if they could get a good job and if moving costs were paid. Fifteen of 
the 19 said they would move without monetary assistance if the job were 
a good one with a reasonable prospect for permanency. Specifications of 
annual income needed from full-time non-farm employment ranged from $3,500 
to $6,ooo. Specified range of salary guarantee while making ~justments 
was from $21 500 to $5,000. Other data pertinent to this type of mobility 
are as follows: 
Size of Farms (acres) 
Cropland Acres 
Number of Years on this Farm 
Sale Price of Farm (per acre) 
Age of Operator 
Size of Family 
Net Farm Income (1959) 
Range 
51 - 305 
10 - 85 
2 - 58 $ 34 - 230 
32 - 66 
2 - 6 
$100 - $4; 500 
Average 
190 
24 
15 $ 103 
46 
3 
$1,494 
From these data it may be deduced that size of farm, number of years 
lived in the community1 age of operator, or size of family does not always 
determine mobility. 
Although a few families had net farm incomes of over $410001 it seems 
that the lower average net farm income, $1,494, generally provides the 
motivation for a change in occupation. The chief.: obstacles then remain 
( 1) lack of training and (2) lack of job opportunities. 
Initiation, administrat1on1 and financing of ~cial programs for 
training farmers in non-farm skills and/or assisting 1n relocation would, 
of course, be beyond the capacity of local resources. Building facilities 
for the schools are available in the county, but other resources such as 
technicians and skilled instructors, training equipment, e.n.d. most of the 
financing probably would depend upon appropriations from f'edera.l and state 
governments. There might be some instances where industry would be willing 
to furnish facilities and i~structors, or pay part of the costs. 
'Riley S. Dougan 1 "Fewer Farmers 1 " No. 9 of a Series prepared by the 
National Committee on Agricultural Policy, ''The Farm Problem --- What Are 
the Choices?" Sponsored by ~he Farm. Foundation and the Center of Agricul.tu.ral 
Economic Development, Ames, Iowa, 196o· 
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Improving Labor Mobility Througg 
~trial Development . 
A concerted effort to bring more industry into the county 't·Tould 
be complementary to the training program. A favorable attitude of the 
county 1s citizens toward industrial development is essential for attracting 
industry. Interviews with twenty businessmen in addition to the one hundred 
farmers, reveal that the people of Gallia County are keenly interested in 
more industry. Ninety-six of the farmers and all of the businessmen inter-
viewed favor more industrial development. Most of them were doubtful 
that agricultural trade would be able to sustain the economy of the county 
as it has in the past. A few believed it would sustain the present rate 
of growth, but they would like to see the rate increased. 
Several important factors to be considered by industry in choosing 
a location are (1) efficient and relatively cheap power must be available, 
(2) availability of raw materials within the surrounding area, (3) proximity 
to large markets, (4) a satisfactory supply of local labor often is an 
important determinant, and ( 5) potential for att·racting other complementary 
industry to the same locality. other considerations include (1} a 
favorable tax climate, (2) availability of appropriate plant sites, (3) 
adequate transportation and communication facilities, and ( 4) adequate 
schools, churches, hospitals, and other service institutions. 
Gallia County resources as enumerated previously seem to adequately 
meet major requirements for certain industrial development. Sufficient 
and relatively~p power in the form of electricity and natural gas are 
available. Coal and oil are available either from local sources or by 
'9arge on the Ohio River. Water supply is abundant. The sustained low 
flow of the Ohio River ranges from four to seven billion gallons per day. 
Transportation facilities consist of the Ohio River, two railroads, one 
national highway and four state highways. These facilities give the 
county favorable access to important market centers. 
Labor is available at the semi-skilled and unskilled levels. Raw 
materials for certain industry (wood· pulp mill, for instance) are available. 
Plant sites are available along the Ohio River and in some areas of the 
interior. Tax rates are below the average for the state. Public school 
facilities are in good condition with a favorable ratio of assets to liabi-
lities and with capacity above current enrollment. High school curriculums 
provide opportunity for a generally well rounded secondary education. 
Other educational facilities include a school of nursing, a four year 
liberal arts college and .the county library. Churches appear to be 
adequate with leading denominations represented. Two hospitals and two 
privately ~wned clinics are equipped to render adequate medical service. 
The Holzier Hospital is one of four medical centers in Ohio giving complete 
diagnostic service, and it has one of the six cancer clinics in the state. 
In addition to these, favorable conditions for industrial development 
are implied by the presence of the Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation 
Plant .. · located across the river in West Viginia. 
Three or four groups have organized to plan for industrial develop-
ment and contact and inform prospective industry of the attributes con-
tributing to the county 1 s desirability as an industrial location. One 
group, the 110rganized Industrial Development Corporatian't has set a goal 
of $50,000 to be solicited for the purChase of a plant site so an option 
to the land can be offered to prospective industries ($12,000 is already 
pledged). Plans are to raise enough funds to build the buildings if 
necessary. A list of possible plant sites has been compiled} and the 
Chamber of Commerce is active in making contacts. 
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A vertical integration project recently initiated by the Evans Grocery 
chain bears promising prospects for expansion and seems a well accepted 
development in the county. This company originated in Gallipolis with a 
small family owned and operated grocery store. It now has several small. 
supermarkets in Southeast Ohio and parts of West Virginia and Kentucky. 
Recent vertical integration projects initiated by the company include 
establishment of a meatpacking plant just southwest of Gallipolis and two 
restaurants in Gallipolis. This company also has purchased several fa~s 
in the county from which it is producing and feeding out much of the beef 
and pork processed through its packing plant. It employs a few farmers 
to help operate the livestock production enterprise and a few have jobs 
at the packing plant. 
Careful attention should be given to the type of industry chosen. 
Effort should be directed toward attracting industry which would utilize 
local resources most effectively and complement land use and rehabilitation 
programs. For example, a wood pulp mill would complement the proposed 
reforestation program by utilizing the land product and providing employ-
ment opportunity for displaced and underemployed farmers. 
A 200-ton-per-day mill would require a total labor force of about 
500 persons, including office personnel, executives, mill crews, foresters, 
loggers, and farmers. It iTOuld bring an annual payroll of about ~2 million 
into the area and would purchase about $1·5 million worth of raw material!• 
Such an industry is also a large consumer of other products and services. 
A chemical plant, on the other hand, employs highly technical and 
skilled labor and would utilize very little raw material. It would 
not complement the proposed land use and labor mobility measures. 
Implications are that coordination of industrial development and the 
proposed programs for land use and labor retraining is essential if 
effective and desirable land use and labor mobility are to be achieved. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Review of census data reveals that almost three-fourths of our 
nation's farmers are forced to subsistence living ( 73 percent have less 
than $2,500 average net income). These facts have led some agricultural 
economists to conclude that the low-income farmers' plight constitutes 
the basic problem of agriculture and that other agricultural problems are 
related to and grow out of failures in attempts to alleviate this con-
dition. This depressing condition continues to exist in our agricultural 
industry. Agricultural price support programs have failed to provide 
any substantial relief or assistance for these farm families. 
Low-income farmers operate units too small to employ more than 
limited amounts of the technical efficiencies of production or to fully 
employ available family labor. Unless they can acquire control of more 
land and capital, find part-time off-farm employment, or shift to full-time 
non-farm employment,~ their incomes will remain at subsistence levels. 
Benefits to these farmers from price supports (whether supports are high 
or low) are relatively insignificant because of the small volume of out-
put. Impediments to their making the necessary adjustments either within 
or outside of agriculture are many. The most obdurate; of these are (1) 
lack of capital, (2) lack of training for and knowledge of alternatives, 
{3) deficiency of alternative opportunities locally, (4) costs and 
risks of moving., and (5) strong community ties. 
~ John H. Farrell, ''What a Pulp Mill Could Mean to Missouri," 
Reprint from Missouri Business, November, 1959· 
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Some low-income farmers are present throughout agriculture3 but 
certain regions have extensive concentrations of these inefficient farm 
units, have been characterized as low-income farm regions. Such regions 
occur in the South~ the Ozarks; the cut-over areas around the Great Lakes, 
and the Spanish-American settlements of the West. 
Since opportunities for attaining a reasonable level of living from 
farming appear to be so extremely limited, in many cases non-existent, 
the solution to the economic problems of most of these low-income rural 
families appears to lie in off-farm employment. At the same time, the 
equating of farm production to demand appears to require reduction in 
quantity of production inputs, particularly land and labor. 
The basic objective of this study was to determine the most effective 
and acceptable means of stimulating land retirement and labor movement 
from agriculture. Specific objectives pertaining to land retire~nt 
were 
1. To determine the f:l.nancial aid or other assistance needed 
to induce farmers to retire their land. 
2.. To determine the size and type of farm which wouJ.d be most readily 
retired. 
3· To determine the most efficient use pattern for the retired land. 
4. To determine the most effective zoning program for maintaining· 
good land use. 
Specific objectives relative to farm labor adjustment were·--
1. To determine the minimum compensation necessary to induce farmers 
to shift from farm to non-farm employment. 
2. To determine what employment opportunities exist in the area. 
3· To determine possibilities of implementing a retraining program 
for industrial or other non-farm employment. 
4. To determine labor needs for alternative uses of retired farmland. 
;. To determine the effects of land and labor retirement from 
agriculture on community institutions and the local economy. 
Soils suitable for intensive agriculture comprise only 17 percent of 
total land. Decrease in the use of cropland acres for com, wheat, and 
truck crops, and increased acreage of forage and pasture crops in con-
junction with increased dairying and livestock production are indicative 
of the trend toward more extensive agriculture. 
The number of faxms has decreased steadily since 1930 and average size 
of farms has increB.sed. The number of large farms ( avere.ge about 400 
acres) has increased about 65 percent since 1930. This seems to be 
evidence of some consolidation of farms. However, land not in farms 
shows steady increase since 1930 and now accounts for 33 percent of 
total land area. 
The impact and implications of these changes in land use are reflected 
in the opinions of farmers relative to what will happen to agriculture 
in the area when ·th; present generation of farmers expire. Fifty-four 
percent of the farr~ers interviewed believe that larger and better 
farms ultimatly t.'ill develop; 50 percent expect that more farms will be 
abandoned; and 20 ~ercent pointed out that not many young people are 
interested in trying to farm in the area. Moreover, 57 percent said they 
would not advise a young man to try to become established in farming 
in Southeast Ohio. 
It appears that the appropriate use tor most land in the county would 
be forestry and complementary enterprises. However1 the individually 
owned small units are of even more uneconomic size for application of modern 
techniques of forestry production than these farm units are for com-
mercial agricultural production. 
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The most acceptable method for creating units of efficient scale for 
forestry production appears to be purchase and consolidation of the small 
units either by government or private investors. This suggests extensive 
outlay of capital funds to be tied up for several years before substantial 
returns from the investment could be expected, 
Contract provisions for making a. nominal initial payment and principal 
payments with interest over a reasonable period of years would give the 
buyer control of the land with a minimum initial outlay. This also 
would give him opportunity to build up forest production while paying 
off the principal. The buyer could be either the govemm.ent or private 
entrepreneur, 
Options to the farmer might allow him to ( 1) live the remainder of 
his life in the farmhouse free of rent, (2) retain possession of house 
and buildings and the land on which they are located, (3) convert· a 
portion of his equity in the land into stock in the com;pany 1 or( 4) choose 
from other desirable provisions. 
This could mean permanent retirement of land from agriculture 1 an 
opportunity for older farmers to retire without· having to break community 
ties., and opportunity for some farmers to make the transition into non-
farm employment with less difficulty. Desirable complementary programs 
would include ( 1) retraining., ( 2) assistance in locating employment 3 (3) financial aid for moving_. and (4) industrial development in the county. 
Assuming the sample to be representative, one-fifth of the farmers 
are willing to sell their farms and seek non-farm employment. Eight 
percent would sell at an average of $38 per acre (average size of farms 3 
142 acres), and 12 percent valued their farms at $50 to $75 per acre 
(average size1 about 100 acres). It may be assumed that abandoned farms 
can be purchased for less. 
Should this kind of land purchasing prove unattractive to private 
entrepreneurs, certain factors favoring a gove~ent land purchasing 
program are .... 
1. It· focuses directly on the low ... income farm prob~em. 
2. Relatively permanent removal of both land and labor from agri-
culture would be accomplished. 
3· It minimizes disruption of farmers' lives. 
4. Tax money will be invested in something With potential retums1 
tends to offset costs. 
5· Costs will be spread over a period of years 
A successful program for removing land from agriculture creates the 
need for a companion program to provide displaced farmers with alternative 
employment orportun.i ties. Since farm skills have very limited application 
outside of agriculture, improvement in farm labor mobility will neces-
sitate retraining. 
Success of a retraining program is, of course, dependent upon the 
level of education, natural ability, and desire of the prospective trainees. 
A significant measure of the desire of Gallia County farmers for retraining 
was indicated. Forty-three of the one h't.mdred interviewees expressed 
interest in participating in a reasonable period of training 
( 3 to 24 months) if it were free. Of the 57 who are not willing to train, 
35 said they were too old. Eighteen of these were 65 and above, 14 were 
55-64 and three were 45-54. 
Skills of this group were limited; those skills reported were chiefly 
mechanics, rough carpentry, welding, and sales. Most indicated interest 
in further training in these and related areas. Some wanted information 
describing areas of deficit labor supply before indicating a preference .. 
This suggests the need for m.ore infonna.tion relative to areas of industry 
where certain skills are in greatest demand. 
The average level of education for the 43 farmers expressing interest 
in retraining was ten years of school completed. Almost one-ha.lf have 
completed high school. This seems to be a reasonably good foundation 
on which to develop new skills, especially since the desire is present. 
Implementation and financing of a. retraining program are beyond 
the capacity of local resources. Building facilities are available, but 
provisions for costs of salaries of skilled instructors and costs of 
specialized training equipment would depend upon appropriations from 
federal and state government. 
Complementary measures for improving mobility of all labor in the 
county are --
1. Setting up centers to dispense information on job opportunities• 
2. Expanding and reorienting prima.ry and. secondary school programs 
to provide better training for non-farm employment. 
3· Providing free training or loans to enable out-of-school youth 
to obtain specialized training. 
Action for promoting industrial development in the county is in 
progress. A favorable attitude toward industrial development exists 
among the citizens. Committees are contacting prospective industries, 
and funds are being solicited for purchase of land so an option can be 
offered to attract industry. 
Considering the county's potential for forestry development and 
the established need for more pulp mills, this seems to be the lcgical 
choice. The county and surrounding area can supply most of the raw mat-
erial end other resources. 
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